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2. “man’s nature is not a static, “closed,” autonomous entity, but a dynamic reality, determined in its very existence by its relationship to God. This relationship is seen as a process of ascent and as communion – man, created in the image of God, is called to achieve freely a “divine similitude”; his relationship to God is both a givenness and a task, an immediate experience and an expectation of even greater vision to be accomplished in a free effort of love.”

3. “Whether one deals with Trinitarian or Christological dogma, or whether one examines ecclesiology and sacramental dogma, the main stream of Byzantine theology uncovers the same vision of man, called to “know” God, to “participate” in His life, to be “saved,” not simply through an extrinssic action of God’s, or through the rational cognition of propositional truths, but by “becoming God”.

4. “In the Byzantine period, as in the patristic, neither the councils nor the theologians show particular interest in positive theological systems. With a few exceptions, such as the Chalcedonian definition, the conciliar statements themselves assume a negative form; they condemn distortions of the Christian Truth, rather than elaborate its positive content – which is taken for granted as the living Tradition and as a wholesome Truth standing beyond and above doctrinal formulae. By far the greatest part of the theological literature is either exegetical or polemical, and in both cases the Christian faith is assumed as a given reality, upon which one comments, or which one defends, but which one does not try to formulate exhaustively.”

6. “Caesaropapism, however, never became and accepted principle in Byzantium. Innumerable heroes of the faith were constantly exalted precisely because they had opposed heretical emperors; hymns sung in church praised Basil for having disobeyed Valens, Maximus for his martyrdom under Constans, and numerous monks for having opposed the iconoclastic emperors of the eight century.”

8 “In acknowledging that in the Church every Christian and the saint in particular, possesses the privilege and opportunity of seeing and experiencing the truth, the... Byzantines presupposed a concept of Revelation which was substantially different from that held in the West...

9. Revelation, therefore, was limited neither to the written documents of Scripture nor to conciliar definitions, but was directly accessible, as a living truth, to a human experience of God’s presence in His Church.”

10. “...the absence in the Byzantine Church of a permanent, infallible criterion of truth... contributed in Byzantium, to an understanding of Christianity as a living experience, for whose integrity and authenticity the sacramental structure of the Church is certainly responsible, but whose living content is carried on, from generation to generation, by the entire community of the Church.”

13. “But the formal, intellectual “apophatism” of the Greek philosophers” [ie the idea that God cannot be fully understood intellectually] “differs from the Biblical notion of transcendence, for transcendence leads to a positive meeting with the Unknown, as the Living God, to a “contemplation greater than knowledge.”* Christian theology is based on this notion.”

* Gregory Palamas, Triads II, 3, 53

20. Canon 19 of the Council in Trullo (692):

“It is necessary for those who preside over the churches... to teach all the clergy and the people..., collecting out of divine Scripture the thoughts and judgements of truth, but not exceeding the limits now fixed, nor varying from the tradition of God-fearing Fathers. But if any issue arises concerning Scripture, it should not be interpreted other than as the luminaries and teachers of the Church have expounded it in their writings; let them [the bishops] become distinguished for their knowledge of patristic writings rather than for composing treatises out of their own heads.”

94. “As time went on, it became increasingly clear that the Filioque dispute was not a discussion on words – for there was a sense in which both sides would agree to say that the Spirit proceeds “from the Son” – but on the issue of whether the hypostatic existence of the Persons of the Trinity could be reduced to their internal relations, as the post-Augustinian West would admit, or whether the primary Christian experience was that of a Trinity of Persons, whos personal existence was irreducible to their common essence. The question was whether tri-personality or consubstantiality was the first and basic content of Christian religious experience.”

97. “This tradition” [of Rome being built on the ‘Rock’ of Peter] “was not shared by the East, yet it was not totally ignored by the Byzantines, some of whom used it occasionally, especially in documents addressed to Rome and intended to win the Pope’s sympathy. But it was never given any ultimate theological significance. The personal role of Peter as the “rock” upon which the Church was built was readily recognised by Byzantine ecclesiastical writers.”

“Thus, according to Photus, Peter is “the chief of the apostolic choir, and has been established as the rock of the Church and is proclaimed by the Truth to be keybearer of the Kingdom of Heaven.”* Numerous passages, similar to that of Photius, can be found in Byzantine ecclesiastical literature and hymnography.”

* Photius, Hom, 1.

97-98. “Origen, the common source of patristic exegetical tradition, commenting on Matthew 16:18, interprets the famous logion as Jesus’ answer to Peter’s confession: Simon became the “rock” on which the Church is founded because he expressed the truth belief in the divinity of Christ. Origen continues: “If we also say “Thou art the Christ, the Son of the living God,” then we also become Peter... for whoever assimilates to Christ, becomes rock. Does Christ give the keys of the kingdom to Peter alone, whereas other blessed people cannot receive them?”* According to Origen, therefore, Peter is no more than the first “believer,” and the keys he received opened the gates of heaven to him alone: If others want to follow, they can “imitate” Peter and receive the same keys. Thus the words of Christ have a soteriological, but not an institutional significance.”

* Orign, Hom in Matt, XII, 10

98. “If many Byzantine writers follow Origen in recognising this succession in each believer, others have a less individualistic view of Christianity; they understand that the faith can be fully realised only in the sacramental community, where the bishop fulfils, in a very peculiar way, Christ’s ministry of teaching and, thus, preserves the faith. In this sense, there is a definite relationship between Peter, called by Christ to “strengthen his brethren” (Lk 22:32), and the bishop, as guardian of the faith in his local church. The early Christian concept, best expressed in the third century by Cyprian of Carthage, according to which the “see of Peter” belongs, in each local church, to the bishop, remains the longstanding and obvious patter for the Byzantines...”

Jesus “through Peter gave to the bishops the keys of heavenly honours”

-Gregory of Nyssa, De castigatione; PG 46:312c

“Pseudo-Dionysius, when he mentions the “hierarchs” – i.e., the bishops of the earthly Church – refers immediately to the image of Peter*”

* Pseudo-Dionysius, Eccl hier VII, 7

100. “Canon 28 of the Council of Chalcedon... certainly excluded the “Petrine” interpretation of Roman primacy, and...” agreed with the Byzantine “principle that ecclesiastical administration coincided with the secular structure of the Empire.”

133. In general the Byzantines accepted cosmological concepts inherited from the Bible or from antiquity. So hesitant were they to push scientific knowledge further that it has even been written that “the meagre accomplishment of the Byzantines in the natural sciences remains one of the mysteries of the Greek Middle Ages”* In any case, it does not seem that Byzantine theology is to blame for that failure, for theology affirmed the dynamism of nature and, therefore, contained the fundamental incentive for studying and, eventually, controlling its development.”

* Milton V Anastus, “The History of Byzantine Science: Report on the Dumbarton Oaks Symposium of 1961,” Dumbarton Oaks Papers 16 (1962), 411

138. Man’s “very nature is truly itself only inasmuch as it exists “in God” or “in grace.” Grace, therefore, gives man his “natural” development. This basic presupposition explains why the terms “nature” and “grace,” when used by Byzantine authors, have a meaning quite different from the Western usage; rather than being in direct opposition, the terms of “nature” and “grace” express a dynamic, living, and necessary relationship between God and man, different by their natures, but in communion with each other through God’s energy, or grace.”

138. “The creator of our nature has also imparted to us the character of love... If love is absent, all the elements of the image are deformed.”

-Gregory of Nyssa, De Opif Hom, 5

139. “man is not an autonomous being... his true humanity is realised only when he lives “in God” and possesses divine qualities... the “natural” participation of man in God is not a static givenness; it is a challenge, and man is called to grow in divine life. Divine life is a gift but also a task which is to be accomplished by a free human effort.”

141. “After the transgression of our ancestors in Paradise... sin came into life. We ourselves are dead and, before the death of the body, we suffer the death of the soul; that is to say, the separation of the soul from God.”

-Gregory Palamas, Hom 11

144. “The sentence then” of Romans 5:12 “may have a meaning which seems improbable to a reader trained in Augustine, but which is indeed the meaning which most Greek Fathers accepted: “As sin came into the world through one man and death through sin, so death spread to all men; and because of death, all men have sinned...”

159. “As man, Christ accomplishes in all truth the true human destiny that He Himself had predetermined as God, and from which man had turned: He unites man to God.”

160. ““what is not assumed is not healed, and what is united to God is saved”* therefore, “we needed a God man flesh and put to death in order that we could live again.”**”

* Gregory Nazianzus, Ep 101 ad Cledonium

** Gregory Nazianzus, Hom 45

161. “as Athanasius of Alexandria has shown in his polemics against Arianism, God alone is able to vanquish death, because He “alone has immortality” (1 Tim 6:16)”

162. “the Resurrection of Christ means indeed that death has ceased to be the controlling element of man’s existence and that, therefore, man is also free from slavery to sin.”

“It is true, we still die as before, but we do not remain in death; and this is not to die. The power and the very reality of death are just this, that a dead man has no possibility of returning to life. But if after death he is to be quickened and, moreover, to be given a better life, then this is no longer death, but a falling asleep.”

-John Chrysostom, In Haebr hom 17:2

“Since death has ceased to be the only possible end of existence, man is free from fear, and sin, based on the instinct of self-preservation, is no longer unavoidable.”

163. “On the last day the Resurrection will indeed be universal, but blessedness will be given only to those who longed for it. Nicholas Cabasilas tells us that baptismal “resurrection of nature is a free gift from God, given even to children who do not express consent”; but “the kingdom, the contemplation of God, and common life with Christ belong to free will.”*”

* Nicholas Cabasilas, The Life In Christ, II

164. “In the same way in which the soul and body are united, God should become accessible for participation by the soul and, through the soul’s intermediary, by the body, in order that the soul might receive an unchanging character, and the body, immortality; and finally that the whole man should become God, deified by the grace of God-become-man, becoming whole man, soul and body, by nature, and becoming whole God, soul and body, by grace.”

-Maximus the Confessor, Amb. PG 91:1088c

225. “while essentially unchangeable, God is affirmed as becoming the creator of the world in time thorough His “energy”, but since “energy” is uncreated – i.e., is God – changeability is seen as a real attribute of the divine.”

226. “In the absence of any legal or infallible criterion of authority, with frequently reiterated statements that authority is not a source of truth but is itself dependent upon the faith of those who are called to exercise it, it was inevitable that the monastic community, as well as the individual spiritual personalities, would occasionally compete with bishops and councils as spokesmen of the authentic tradition and as witnesses to the truth. In fact, this polarity was an integral part of the Church’s life and did not necessarily lead to conflict: it only reflected the mystery of human freedom which was seen in the very gift of the Holy Spirit, bestowed upon every Christian at his baptism and making him a fully responsible member of Christ’s Body.”

